STATUS OFFENDERS AND THE NEW JERSEY
CODE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE
I.

INTRODUCTION

In 1982, the New Jersey Legislature enacted the New Jersey
Code of Juvenile Justice,' which became effective on December
31, 1983.2 The 1983 Code repealed the prior juvenile justice
code, which had been animate since 1974, and shifted the system's emphasis from the juvenile alone, to the relationship between the juvenile and his family. 3 In theory, the family-oriented
approach was designed to reduce the rate of recidivism among
juvenile offenders and to divert offenders from the court system.4
Its feasibility on a practical level, however, remains questionable.
The establishment of a juvenile court in Cook County, Illinois, in 1899, heralded the beginning of the juvenile justice system in the United States. 5 The original purpose of the juvenile
court system was to protect children from the harshness and
emotional trauma of the adult criminal court system.6 Emphasis
was to be placed on treatment and rehabilitation rather than on
the question of guilt or innocence. 7 The juvenile court movement
"was premised on the assumption that youthful offenders could
be rehabilitated if they were segregated from adult criminals and
provided with supervision rather than punishment. Protection
rather than punishment was the hallmark of the juvenile court
ideal." 8
The natural apprehension over mixing children and adults in
the prison system gradually evolved into a philosophy which favored the protection of a child's right to normal emotional, physical, and moral development. 9 An integral part of that philosophy
was the concept ofparenspatriae - "that the state would supplant
SN.J.

STAT. ANN. §§ 2A:4A-20 to -49, -60 to -62, -70 to -91 (West Cum. Supp.

1984-1985).
2 Id. See generally Schwanberg, Kean EnactsJuvenile Justice Code With Greater Focus
on the Family, Newark Star Ledger, July 24, 1982, at 1, col. 1.
3 See infra notes 44-48 and accompanying text.
4 See infra notes 101, 102, 106 & 107 and accompanying text.

R. GARFF, HANDBOOK FOR NEW JUVENILE COURT JUDGES 1, 4 (1973).
6 See State v. Lowry, 95 N.J. Super. 307, 316, 230 A.2d 907, 911 (Law Div.
5

1967) ("[T]he Juvenile Court Act was promulgated, not to deprive a juvenile of his
rights but to ameliorate the harshness of the criminal law.").
7 R. GARFF, supra note 5, at 4.
8 WIs. STAT. ANN. § 48.11 legislative council memorandum (West 1979).
9 R. GARFF, supra note 5, at 5.
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natural parents when they failed to fulfill their parental responsibilities, and would sit as a benevolent, wise parent doing that
which ought to be done for the child."' 0 This concept provided
the impetus for separating the juvenile court from the remainder
of the judicial system and for characterizing it as a social
agency. 1 ' Recent judicial decisions, however, have reduced the
significance of this conceptual separation. 12
The United States Supreme Court has established constitutional guidelines for the juvenile courts to follow. 13 Through
these decisions certain rights - which were previously enjoyed
only by adults - have been extended to minors in juvenile court
proceedings.14 In In re Gault,' 5 the Court held that the due process clause of the fourteenth amendment applies to state juvenile
court proceedings.' 6 Specifically, the Court determined that the
juvenile has a right to written notice of the charges and the specific rule of law that has been violated; a right to counsel at every
stage of the proceedings; the privilege against self-incrimination;
and, absent a valid confession, the opportunity to cross-examine
sworn testimony.' 7 The Court in In re Winship"8 held that "proof
beyond a reasonable doubt is among the 'essentials of due process and fair treatment' [which are] required during the adjudicatory stage when a juvenile is charged with an act which would
constitute a crime if committed by an adult."' 9 With respect to
10 Id.
II Id. at 5-6.
12 Id. at 6-7; cf. State v. Lowry, 95 N.J. Super. 307, 318, 230 A.2d 907, 913 (Law
Div. 1967) ("Although the Juvenile Court Act is intended to be salutary, and every
effort should be made to further itspurposes, it should not be made an instrument
denying to a juvenile constitutional guarantees afforded to all persons, whether accused of crime or not.").
13 See infra notes 15-21 and accompanying text.
14 See id.
15 387 U.S. 1 (1967).
16 Id.
17 See id. at 29-59. In the eyes of some jurisdictions, Gault has been construed "as
incorporating in juvenile court procedures, which may lead to deprivation of liberty, all of the constitutional safeguards of the Fifth and Sixth amendments . . .
which apply, by operation of the Fourteenth Amendment, in criminal proceedings." Reed v. Duter, 416 F.2d 744, 749 (7th Cir. 1969) (emphasis added). Many
jurisdictions have held that "probable cause" hearings for detained juveniles must
be held to show that a crime was committed and that the juvenile committed the
crime; otherwise, his right to fundamental fairness guaranteed by the fourteenth
amendment has been violated. Baldwin v. Lewis, 300 F. Supp. 1220, 1232 (E.D.
Wis. 1969).
18 397 U.S. 358 (1970).
19 Id. at 359 (footnote omitted).
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juveniles suspected of serious offenses, Kent v. United States2 °
stands for the proposition that a juvenile court may waive jurisdiction for trial in favor of2 1the adult court, after a hearing with
representation by counsel.
Most contemporary juvenile courts are involved with the following classes of children: children who violate criminal laws;
children who violate laws that apply only to children; children
who have been neglected or abused by family members; and children who are considered ungovernable by their natural guardian.2 2 Children who commit acts that violate laws applicable only
to children are referred to as "status offenders.1 23 Status offenses
include such conduct as "breaking curfew, absenting, disobedience to parents, truancy, . . [and] possibly smoking and drinking."' 24 On the other hand, children who violate criminal laws are

termed "delinquents.

"25

Before 1971, state statutory distinctions between status offenders and delinquents were purely linguistic and of no practical
effect. For example, status offenders, like delinquents, could
383 U.S. 541 (1966).
See id. at 557.
22 Orlando & Black, ClassificationinJuvenile Court: The Delinquent Child and the Child
in iVeed ofSupervision, Juv. JUST., May 1974, at 16.
23 See, e.g., 1973 N.J. Laws ch. 306, § 4 (repealed Dec. 31, 1983) ("Evidence of
conduct which is ungovernable or incorrigible may include . . .knowingly visiting
20
21

gambling places [or] . . .habitual idle roaming of the streets at night .... ").
24 Arthur, Status Offenders Need Help, Too, Juv. JUST., Feb. 1975, at 4. Status offenders are identified differently in various state statutes. Compare N.Y. FAM. CT.
ACT § 712(b) (McKinney 1983) (PINS - persons in need of supervision) with 1973
N.J. Laws ch. 306, § 4 (repealed Dec. 31, 1983) UINS -juveniles in need of supervision). Judge Lindsey G. Arthur, in his presentation at the 37th Annual Conference of the National Council of Juvenile Court Judges, stated that "status offenses
are among the most serious matters that come before our courts, as serious certainly as car theft and shoplifting and possibly burglary. Status offenses are the tip
of the iceberg. . . .Status offenses are an indication of some serious trouble." Arthur, supra, at 5.
25 For example, N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-23 defines "delinquency" as:
The commission of an act by a juvenile which if committed by an adult
would constitute:
a. A crime;
b. A disorderly persons offense or petty disorderly persons offense; or
c. A violation of any other penal statute, ordinance or regulation.
But, the commission of an act which constitutes a violation of chapters 3, 4, 6 or 8 of Title 39, Motor Vehicles, of the Revised Statutes, or
of any amendment or supplement thereof, by a juvenile of or over the
age of 17 years shall not constitute delinquency as defined in this act.
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either be placed in detention or confined to institutions. 26 Subsequently, states began to restrict substantially the pre-adjudicatory
detention of status offenders and the institutional placement of
children who were adjudicated delinquents.2 7 As a result, many
jurisdictions rely on youth service bureaus, shelter care facilities,
residential and nonresidential community services, and public
child welfare agencies to absorb the primary responsibility of
providing care and assistance to status offenders.28
Present juvenile court legislation usually distinguishes between the status offender, the neglected child, and the child who
commits delinquent acts. 29 The problems of status offenders, and

ofjuveniles who commit acts of delinquency, are different: status
offenders inflict injuries upon themselves, whereas delinquents
injure the community."
II.

THE JUVENILE JUSTICE CODE OF

19741'

In 1973, the New Jersey Legislature removed status offenses
from the definition of delinquency 32 and classified all juveniles
26 Helium,JuvenileJustice: The Second Revolution, CRIME & DELINO., July 1979, at
309; see 31 RUTGERS L. REV. 427, 431 (1978). Between 1971 and 1973, seven states
established prohibitions against institutional commitments of status offenders.
Helium, supra, at 309. In 1974, two states, including New Jersey, prohibited both
detention and institutionalization of status offenders. Between 1975 and 1977, 32
juvenile jurisdictions limited the incarceration of status offenders. Id. By 1978, status offenders in the United States were treated as follows: "seventeen states with
limited correctional placement only, one state with restricted detention only, and
twenty-two jurisdictions barring both detention and institutional commitment." Id.
at 310.
27 Rubin, Retain the Juvenile Court?, CRIME & DELINQ., July 1979, at 283.
28 See id.; e.g., WASH. REV. CODE ANN. § 74.13.031 (West Cum. Supp. 19841985).
29 Orlando & Black, supra note 22, at 16. Since 1961, more than 40 states have
changed the classification of juvenile status offenders to a separate legal category
dealing exclusively with this special type of offense. Rubin, supra note 27, at 283.
30 31 RUTGERS L. REV. 427, 430 (1978).
31 1973 N.J. Laws ch. 306 (repealed Dec. 31, 1983).
32 See id. § 3 (repealed Dec. 31, 1983) which provides:
As used in this act, "delinquency" means the commission of an act by a
juvenile which if committed by an adult would constitute:
a. A homicide or act of treason;
b. A crime;
c. A disorderly persons offense or petty disorderly offense; or
d. A violation of any other penal statute, ordinance or regulation.
Provided, however, the following shall not constitute juvenile delinquency as defined herein: (1) an act which constitutes a violation of
chapters 3, 4, 6 or 8 of Title 39, Motor Vehicles, of the Revised Statutes,
or of any amendment or supplement thereto . ...
Id. (footnote omitted).
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who committed such offenses as "juvenile[s] in need of supervision" (JINS).33 This distinction reflected a legislative concern
that juveniles who were merely ungovernable were receiving near
penal sanctions.3 4 The 1974 Code thus distinguished the serious
misconduct associated with delinquency,
from the less serious
3 5
misconduct of JINS offenders.

One reform made by the drafters of the 1974 Code was replacement of the threat of penal sanctions, in cases of status offenders, with adequate programs of care, supervision, and
rehabilitation.36 Whereas a delinquent could be placed in detention facilities pending court disposition, a juvenile in need of supervision who was awaiting a hearing could "only be placed in
shelter care (without physical restriction)." 37 Furthermore, the
ability to place a JINS offender in shelter care pending disposition existed only in certain circumstances: if there were no appropriate adult custodian who would assume responsibility for
the child; 38 if the shelter care were necessary for the protection of
33 Id. § 4 (repealed Dec. 31, 1983) provides, inter alia:

As used in this act, "juvenile in need of supervision" means:
a. A juvenile who is habitually disobedient to his parent or guardian;
b.
c.

A juvenile who is ungovernable or incorrigible;
A juvenile who is habitually and voluntarily truant from school;

or
d. A juvenile who has committed an offense or violation of a statute or ordinance applicable only to juveniles.
Id.
34 31 RUTGERS L. REV. 427, 427-28 (1978). For an illustration of the consequences of incarcerating a juvenile with others committing more serious offenses,
see In re Gault, 387 U.S. at 27.
35 See State ex rel. M.S., 73 N.J. 238, 242-43, 374 A.2d 445, 447 (1977). Compare
1973 N.J. Laws ch. 306, § 3 (repealed Dec. 31, 1983) (definition of delinquency)
with id. § 4 (repealed Dec. 31, 1983) (definition of juvenile in need of supervision
(JINS)).
36 See 1973 N.J. Laws ch. 306, § 1(b) (repealed Dec. 31, 1983); cf. id.§ 15 (repealed Dec. 31, 1983) (statutory prohibition against detention except in limited
circumstances).
37 State ex rel. M.S., 73 N.J. 238, 243, 374 A.2d 445, 447 (1977). The rationale
for not placing a status offender into detention along with delinquents was to prevent the status offender from being exposed to the very same corrupting influences
that were meant to be avoided through the dual classification and treatment of children under the 1974 Code. See id. at 245, 374 A.2d 448. Shelter care meant "temporary care of juveniles in facilities without physical restriction pending court
disposition." 1973 N.J. Laws ch. 306, § 2(d) (repealed Dec. 31, 1983).
38 See 1973 N.J. Laws ch. 306, § 15 (repealed Dec. 31, 1983). The full text of the
section provides:
a. Where it will not adversely affect the health, safety or welfare of
a juvenile, he or she shall be released pending the disposition of a case
to one or both parents or guardian, if any, upon assurance being re-

328

SETON HALL LA W REVIEW

[Vol. 15:323

the child's health or safety; 39 in order to secure the juvenile's
presence at his next hearing;40 or, if the physical or mental condition of the child required that he not be released immediately
into the community. 4 ' In addition, the 1974 Code limited the
possibility of post-adjudicatory containment in secure detention
facilities to delinquent juveniles. 4 2 Likewise, the dispositional alternative of placement in physically restrictive state correctional
institutions was restricted to delinquents.4 3
ceived that such responsible person or persons accept responsibility for
the juvenile and will bring him before the juvenile and domestic relations court as ordered.
b. A juvenile charged with delinquency may not be placed or retained in detention under this act prior to disposition, except as otherwise provided by law, unless:
(1) Detention is necessary to secure the presence of the juvenile at
the next hearing; or
(2) The nature of the conduct charged is such that the physical
safety of the community would be seriously threatened if the juvenile
were not detained.
c. Ajuvenile may not be placed or retained in shelter care prior to
disposition unless:
(1) There is no appropriate adult custodian who agrees to assume
responsibility for the juvenile, and the release on the basis of a summons to the juvenile is not appropriate; or
(2) Shelter care is necessary to protect the health or safety of the
juvenile; or
(3) Shelter care is necessary to secure his presence at the next
hearing; or
(4) The physical or mental condition of the juvenile makes his immediate release impractical.
Id.
39 See id. § 15(c)(2) (repealed Dec. 31, 1983).
40 See id. § 15(c)(3) (repealed Dec. 31, 1983).
41 See id. § 15(c)(4) (repealed Dec. 31, 1983).
42 31 RUTGERS L. REV. 427, 428 (1978). See also 1973 N.J. Laws ch. 306,
(repealed Dec. 31, 1983), which provides:
a. If a juvenile is adjudged to be in need of supervision the juvenile and domestic relations court may order any disposition provided
for in the disposition of delinquency cases, except subsection h. of section 20.
b. No juvenile in need of supervision shall be committed to or
placed in any institution or facility established for the care of delinquent
children or in any facility, other than an institution for the mentally retarded, a mental hospital or facility for the care of persons addicted to
controlled dangerous substances, which physically restricts such juvenile committed to or placed in it.
Id.
43 31 RUTGERS L. REV. 427, 428 (1978).

§

21
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THE NEW JERSEY CODE OF JUVENILE JUSTICE

The primary feature of the new 1983 Code is its family orientation. 4 The new Code differs from its predecessor in three
major areas: (1) jurisdiction is extended to "any family member
found

..

to be contributing to ajuvenile family crisis;" 45 (2) the

category of JINS is eliminated and replaced by the term "Juvenl-Family Crisis;
•r

and (3,Jvnieail46ss
(3) "Juvenile-Family Crisis Intervenan
nevn

tion Units" are established.47 The 1983 Code's concentration on
the family reflects the Legislature's perception that the public
welfare and the best interests of juveniles who commit less serious offenses "can be served most effectively.

.

.[by] broadening

44 See N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-21. The statute lists the following as the purposes of the new Code:
a. To preserve the unity of the family whenever possible and to
provide for the care, protection and, wholesome mental and physical
development of juveniles coming within the provisions of this act;
b. Consistent with the protection of the public interest, to remove
from children committing delinquent acts certain statutory consequences of criminal behavior, and to substitute therefore an adequate
program of supervision, care and rehabilitation;
c. To separate juveniles from the family environment only when
necessary for their health, safety or welfare or in the interests of public
safety;
d. To secure for each child coming under the jurisdiction of the
court such care, guidance and control, preferably in his own home, as
will conduce to the child's welfare and the best interests of the State;
and when such child is removed from his own family, to secure for him
custody, care and discipline as nearly as possible equivalent to that
which should have been given by his parents.
e. To insure that children under the jurisdiction of the court are
wards of the State, subject to the discipline and entitled to the protection of the State, which may intervene to safeguard them from neglect
or injury and to enforce the legal obligations due to them and from
them.
Id.
45 Id. § 2A:4A-24.
46 See id. § 2A:4A-22(g). A juvenile-family crisis is defined as
behavior, conduct or a condition of a juvenile, parent or guardian or
other family member which presents or results in (1) a serious threat to
the well-being and physical safety of a juvenile, or (2) a serious conflict
between a parent or guardian and a juvenile regarding rules of conduct
which has been manifested by repeated disregard for lawful parental authority by ajuvenile or misuse of lawful parental authority by a parent or
guardian, or (3) unauthorized absence by a juvenile for more than 24
hours from his home, or (4) a pattern of repeated unauthorized absences from school by a juvenile subject to the compulsory education
provision of Title 18A of the New Jersey Statutes.
Id.
47 See id. § 2A:4A-76 to -91.
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family responsibility and the use of alternative dispositions. "48
The family-oriented nature of the 1983 Code is derived conceptually from the system of dealing with status offenders employed in Washington State.4 9 Washington's procedures for
families in conflict went into effect on March 29, 1979. 5 0 The
legislation is premised upon the belief that "the family unit is a
fundamental resource of American life which should be nurtured
[and] should remain intact." 5' In certain circumstances, however,
such as where a family crisis is so extreme that not even counseling can enable the parents and child to live together, the Washington procedure allows for the removal of the child from his
family.5 2 Thus, the emotional and mental health of the juvenile is

protected in all circumstances. 3 Crisis intervention services are
also employed to help resolve "family problems and to
strengthen parent-child relationships." 54
48 Id. § 2A:4A-20 Senate Judiciary Committee statement (statement of purpose
of new Code). The 1983 Code stresses the concept of the preservation of the family unit, and reflects a "philosophy which is pragmatic and realistic in nature rather
than bound to any particular ideology." Id.
49 See WASH. REV. CODE ANN. § 13.32A.010 (West Cum. Supp. 1984-1985)
("benefit and protection" of society as purpose of Code).
50 Under the Washington system, "[f]amilies who are in conflict may request
family reconciliation services." Id. § 13.32A.040. These services are rendered by
residential crisis centers established by child welfare services. Id. § 74.13.032. The
staffs of the centers are trained to "counsel juveniles admitted to the centers, [and
to] provide treatment, supervision, and structure [for] the juveniles." Id. The services are provided to alleviate situations presenting a threat to the stability or health
of the juvenile or his family. Id. § 13.32A.040. Family reconciliation services may
include referral to psychological, welfare, educational, or other social services in
order to help resolve family conflicts. Id.
Under the Washington system, a child may be taken into limited custody when
a law enforcement officer believes that the child's physical safety is endangered, id.
§ 13.32A.050(2), or when the child's parents report him as a runaway. Id.
§ 13.32A.050(l). In several specific situations, the officer must take the child to
either the home of a responsible adult or to a crisis residential center. Id.
§ 13.32A.060(l)(b). The crisis residential center contacts thejuvenile's parents immediately and informs them that the center's goal is to reunify the family and
achieve "a reconciliation between the parent and child." Id. § 13.32A.090. The
residential placement procedure allows for the resolution of family conflicts before
the problems become so severe that parental rights must be terminated. In re
Sumey, 94 Wash. 2d 757, 759-60, 621 P.2d 108, 111-12 (1980).
51 WASH. REV. CODE ANN. § 13.34.020 (West Cum. Supp. 1984-1985); see In re
Sumey, 94 Wash. 2d 757, 621 P.2d 108 (1980).
52 See In re Sumey, 94 Wash. 2d 757, 759, 621 P.2d 108, 111 (1980).
53 See id.
54 Id. at 759, 621 P.2d at 111-12.
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Jurisdiction and the Juvenile Family Crisis

A.

With respect to jurisdiction under the New Jersey Code of
Juvenile Justice, the newly created family part of the Superior
Court has jurisdiction over both juvenile-family crises (formerly
JINS) and delinquency cases. 5 5 Thejuvenile's family may now be
subject to the court's direction.5 6 This expansion of jurisdiction
was seen as essential to effective family participation and responsibility in juvenile-family crisis matters.
Under the 1983 Code, a "juvenile-family crisis '"58 replaces
the JINS category of offenses. The definition sets forth the type
of conduct or behavior on the part of a juvenile or his family that
will prompt a response by the courts. Such conduct or behavior
includes situations involving habitually disobedient juveniles,
truancy, and incorrigible juveniles.5 9 The definition is premised
on the principle "that the condition of the juvenile's family life
and not just the act of the juvenile is determinative as to whether
a crisis exists." ' 60 The finding that a juvenile-family crisis exists
will, upon referral or complaint, activate the operation of a crisis
55 See N.J. STAT. ANN. §§ 2A:4-1 to -11 (West Cum. Supp. 1984-1985). The family court, previously known as the juvenile and domestic relations court, was created to preserve family unity whenever possible. See id. § 2A:4A-2 1(a). The court
will also direct that the child receive the care, guidance, and control that will further
the child's welfare. See id. § 2A:4A-21 (d). This care, guidance, and control should
preferably occur in the child's own home. Id.
56 See id. § 2A:4A-24. The Code provides that "the court shall have exclusive
jurisdiction. . . over all matters relating to ajuvenile-family crisis." Id. The court's
jurisdiction "shall extend . . . over a juvenile and his parent, guardian or any fam-

ily member

. . .

contributing to a juvenile-family crisis."

Id.

See id. § 2A:4A-20 Senate Judiciary Committee statement. The extension of
the court's jurisdiction to parents of status offenders will develop and enforce the
sense of responsibility of the parent for the child's behavior. See Mack, The Juvenile
Court, 23 HARV. L. REV. 104, 119-20 (1909). As one commentator has noted, "[t]he
object of the juvenile court and of the intervention of the state is . . . in no case to
lessen or to weaken the sense of responsibility either of the child or of the parent."
Id. at 120. In formulating a plan of rehabilitation for the juvenile, the court now
has the express power to specify the responsibilities of the parents involved in a
juvenile-family crisis. See N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-24(a).
Support for New Jersey's familial approach to jurisdiction is found in the Institute of Judicial Administration-American Bar Association Juvenile Standards Project (IJA-ABA). The IJA-ABA recommends that "the juvenile court be restructured
into a family court division of the general trial court," empowered to deal with all
types of domestic difficulties; this restructuring provides less fragmented and thus
more effective intervention by the court. Rubin, supra note 27, at 289. In 1971, the
IJA-ABA undertook a reconsideration of juvenile justice in the United States.
Twenty-three volumes of standards and commentary were published. Id. at 288.
58 N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-22(g).
59 See id.
60 Id. § 2A:4A-20 Senate Judiciary Committee statement; see also id. § 2A:4A-22
57
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6
intervention unit. '

B.

Crisis Intervention Units

Perhaps the most innovative portion of the 1983 legislation
is the section that creates the juvenile-family crisis intervention
unit. 62 That provision establishes such units in each county in order to assist juveniles and their families in "crisis situations. "63
Since the Legislature acknowledged that "a vast majority ofjuvenile misconduct results from troubled family circumstances," a
mechanism providing a noncoercive opportunity to resolve intrafamily conflicts was considered critical.6 4
The intervention units are obliged to respond immediately
to any referral, information, or complaint that a crisis exists, unless a preliminary investigation indicates either that no immediate response is needed or that the problem could be handled
more appropriately by another agency. 6 5 The immediate response of the intervention unit consists of an interview with the
(behavior, conduct, or condition of juvenile, parent, guardian, or other family
member considered in determining if juvenile-family crisis exists).
61 See id. §§ 2A:4A-76 to -87 (structure and function ofjuvenile-family crisis).
62 See id.
63 See id. § 2A:4A-76. This section provides:
There shall be established in each county one or more juvenile-family crisis intervention units. Each unit shall operate either as a part of
the court intake service, or where provided for by the county, through
any other appropriate office or private service pursuant to an agreement
with the Administrative Office of the Courts, provided that all such units
shall be subject to the Rules of Court. In any county where a crisis intervention service system, designed to attend and stabilize juvenile and
family problems on a county-wide basis, is in operation as of the effective date of this act, such service shall satisfy all the provisions of this
act, and may continue in its present form and under its present procedures, provided that it is operating in substantial compliance with the
specific requirements and goals set forth in this act.
Id.
64 See id. § 2A:4A-76 Senate Judiciary Committee statement.
65 See id. § 2A:4A-77. This section reads in part:
The purpose of the unit shall be to provide a continuous 24-hour
on call service designed to attend to and stabilize juvenile-family crises
as defined pursuant to section 3 of P.L. [1982], c.[77] (now pending
before the Legislature as Assembly Bill No. 641). The juvenile-family
crisis intervention unit shall respond immediately to any referral, complaint or information made pursuant to sections 5 or 6 of this act, except
if, upon preliminary investigation, it appears that a juvenile-family crisis
within the meaning of this act does not exist or that an immediate referral to another agency would be more appropriate.
Id. (footnotes omitted).
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juvenile and his parents.6 6 The juvenile and his family are advised
of the purpose of the unit and of the availability of community
services before the court becomes involved.6 7
When a juvenile is taken into short-term custody by a law
enforcement officer, 68 the officer must immediately notify the crisis intervention unit.6 9 The child will be taken to either the unit
or some other designated place if "[t]he officer has reason to believe that it is not in the best interests of the juvenile or the family
. . .to return the juvenile to his home,"' 70 or if the juvenile refuses to remain at home, or if the juvenile cannot be returned to
his home. 7 '
66 Id. § 2A:4A-78. For example, when the Hunterdon County crisis intervention
unit gets a referral, it immediately contacts the family and the juvenile "to find out
what's happening." Forster, Keeping Family United: TroubledJuveniles Referred To New
Service, Hunterdon County Democrat, June 28, 1984, at 23, col. 3. A meeting with
the juvenile and his family is arranged within 48 hours, or sooner if an emergency
situation exists. Id.
The Hunterdon County unit is located at the Hunterdon Medical Center as
part of the hospital's community mental health center. Id. The unit is on 24-hour
call and it employs the center's emergency on-call system. Id. col. 4.
67 See N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-78. In accordance with the 1983 Code's emphasis
on dealing with problems in a family context, the intervention units are required to
-make all reasonable efforts to keep the family intact consistent with the physical
safety and mental well-being of the juvenile." Id.
68 See id. § 2A:4A-31 (b), which states:
b. Except where delinquent conduct is alleged, a juvenile may be
taken into short-term custody by a law enforcement officer without order of the court when:
(1) The officer has reasonable grounds to believe that the health
and safety of the juvenile is seriously in danger and taking into immediate custody is necessary for his protection;
(2) The officer has reasonable grounds to believe the juvenile has
left the home and care of his parents or guardian without the consent of
such persons; or
(3) An agency legally charged with the supervision of a child has
notified the law enforcement agency that the child has run away from
out of home placement, provided, however, that in any case where the
law enforcement officer believes that the juvenile is an "abused or neglected child" as defined in section 1 of P.L. 1974, c.119 (C.9:6-8.21),
the officer shall handle the case pursuant to the procedure set forth in
that act.
Id.
69 Id. § 2A:4A-80.
70 Id. § 2A:4A-80(a).
71 See id. § 2A:4A-80(d). The statute provides that:
A law enforcement officer taking a juvenile into short- term custody
. . .shall immediately notify the juvenile-family crisis intervention unit
and shall promptly bring the juvenile to the unit or place designated by
the unit when:
a. The officer has reason to believe that it is not in the best inter-
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In addition to referrals from law enforcement officers, the
crisis intervention units can receive reports from numerous
sources within the community. 72 The juvenile or his parents may
notify the crisis intervention unit themselves. 73 Moreover, educational institutions, public or private agencies, or any other organization serving children that has contact with the juvenile or
his family, may notify the intervention unit concerning a potential crisis. 74 The function of a crisis intervention unit is to reunite
and stabilize a family. 75 Out-of-home placement in a youth shelter or voluntary shelter is considered to be a last resort.7 6
In the event that the juvenile family crisis cannot be stabiests of the juvenile or the family for the officer to return the juvenile to
his home;
b. Thejuvenile resides in another county and the officer is unable
to make arrangements to return the juvenile to his home;
c. The juvenile resides in another state;
d. The juvenile has run away from a placement and the juvenile
refuses to return home or the juvenile, through his past behavior, has
demonstrated an inability to remain at home;
e. The law enforcement officer is unable, by all reasonable efforts
to identify or locate a parent, relative or other such appropriate person;
f. The juvenile requires immediate emergency services, such as
medical or psychiatric care; or
g. No identification can be obtained from the juvenile.
Id. § 2A:4A-80.
72 See id. § 2A:4A-81 (a), which lists the following additional sources of referrals:
a. The juvenile-family crisis intervention unit shall also receive referrals on a continuous basis in situations where a juvenile-family crisis
exists and there has been either:
(1) A request by a parent or juvenile for intervention; or
(2) A referral by a public or private agency, educational institution, or any other organization serving children, which has contact with
the juvenile or family, and has reasonable cause to believe that a family
crisis exists.
Id.
73 Id. § 2A:4A-81(a)(1).
74 Id. § 2A:4A-81(a)(2).

75 See Forster, supra note 66, at 23, col. 4. Once this goal is achieved, the crisis
intervention unit may continue to monitor the family situation. See N.J. STAT. ANN.
§ 2A:4A-82. The text of this section is as follows:
When the juvenile-family crisis has been stabilized and the juvenile is
residing in the home, the crisis intervention unit shall arrange a second
interview session with the family as soon as practicable and preferably
the day following the initial intervention, for the purpose of monitoring
the family situation. The crisis intervention unit may, in appropriate
cases, continue to work with the family on a short-term basis in order to
stabilize the family situation.
Id.
76 See Forster, supra note 66, at 23, col. 4.
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lized, court intake services 77 will refer the case to the court by
filing a petition.78 The court is empowered either to place the
juvenile in the care of the Department of Human Services, to
transfer his custody to a relative, or to order that he participate in
counseling or in a program of vocational education. 79 In addition, the court can require participation in designated programs
by family members who are contributing to a crisis situation. 0
IV.
A.

ANALYSIS

Effectiveness of the Intervention Concept: A Sociological Perspective

Most forms of legal and sociological intervention reflect the
underlying assumption that the juvenile alone is responsible for
causing family conflict. 8 ' The 1983 New Jersey Code of Juvenile
Justice, however, rejects that assumption, recognizing instead
that the child's deviant behavior is often a manifestation of an
underlying family problem.8 2 This characterization of problematic juvenile behavior as a family concern has received increased
attention in recent years. 83 The consensus seems to be that the
77 Court intake is defined as "that part of the juvenile court system which
processes and handles juvenile matters prior to intervention by the court." N.J.
STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-70 Senate Judiciary Committee statement.
78 See id. § 2A:4A-83, which states:
When, in the judgment of the crisis intervention unit, a juvenile-family
crisis continues to exist despite the provisions of crisis intervention services and the exhaustion of appropriate community services, court intake
services shall, by filing a petition, refer the case to the court. In counties
where the crisis intervention units are not part of intake and a juvenilefamily crisis continues to exist, the court shall immediately refer the case
to intake for the filing of a petition pursuant to this section. Upon the
filing of the petition, the jurisdiction of the court shall extend to the
juvenile, parent or guardian, or other family member contributing to the
crisis.
Id.
79 See id. § 2A:4A-87; Yoslov, Family Court in New Jersey, N.J. LAw., May 1984, at
14-15.
80 See N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-86.

81 Johnson, The Results of Family Therapy with Juvenile Offenders, Juv. JUST., Nov.
1977, at 32. The assumption that a family crisis results from the child's conduct
alone underlies most juvenile laws in the United States as well as most psychotherapy and probation processes. Id.
82 Id. The family should be seen as a unit that supports the problem; all family
members share in the burdens created by the juvenile's behavior; it is they who
must work on changing the behavior. Id.
83 Kogan, A Family Systems Perspective on Status Offenders, 31 Juv. & FAM. CT. J. 49
(1980). The concept of treating juvenile problems as family problems, as well as
the use of crisis intervention units, has been proposed in the United States Congress. In its report to the 93rd Congress, the Select Committee on Crime proposed
that, in order to curb delinquency, states should act to alleviate some of the factors
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approach is theoretically sound.84
A juvenile is a member of a larger social unit - his family.
Thus, a status offender's problem is his family's problem as well.
Parents historically have been considered partly responsible for
the behavior and development of their children.85 In addition, an
interdependence exists between a child and all the members of
his family, which affects the child's development.8 6 A child does
not exist in a familial vacuum. The overall effectiveness of any
juvenile justice system would thus seem to depend on its ability
both to recognize the interdependence of family members and to
evaluate the juvenile within the context of his family.87
The mere extension of jurisdiction to family members is not
enough to cure a juvenile-family crisis. Resolution of that crisis
ultimately requires change of the family itself. Without coercive
intervention, however, such a change may be extremely difficult
to accomplish. A family may consider the child's behavior inexplicably wrong or contrary to familial norms.88 Accordingly,
members of the family may fail to recognize any fault within
themselves.89

The crisis intervention unit is designed to put the family in
contact with counselors and other resources within a given community.90 The family, however, may not be receptive to help
from outside sources. Rather, it may be using the so-called
"problem" child as a scapegoat to alleviate intrafamilial tensions.9 1 The child may not even be contributing to the problem,
that contribute to juvenile crime, such as family and home breakdown. These proposals include "[b]roader consultation with families at every stage," and development of new programs to deal with status offenders. See Larson, Development of the
Law in Wisconsin in the Area of Juvenile Delinquency, 59 MARQ. L. REV. 251, 270-71
(1976).
84 See infra notes 99, 104 & 118 and accompanying text. See generally Stratton,
Crisis Intervention Counseling and Police Diversionfrom theJuvenileJustice System: A Review
of the Literature,JUv. JUST., May 1974, at 44 (review of literature concerning efficacy
of, inter alia, crisis intervention counseling).
85 See Mack, supra note 57, at 115-16. The author notes that the British were
aware of the fact that the parent of a juvenile must be made to feel more responsible for his child's acts. Id.
86 See Johnson, The Juvenile Offender and His Family, Juv. JUST., Feb. 1975, at 31.
87 See id. at 32. Evaluations should focus upon the family system, and all family
members should be included in discussions of family problems. Id.
88 See Kogan, supra note 83, at 50.
89 See id. at 52. The author found that families with status offenders "usually do
not voluntarily ask for help, nor are they willingly responsive once help is offered."
Id.
90 See N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-78.
91 See Johnson, supra note 86, at 33. Status offenders follow their families'
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but the troubled parent, perceiving the child as "bad," will nevertheless consider the child to be the sole source of family conflict. Thus, the parent will deny that the entire family needs
counseling. This lack of cooperation is one obstacle that must be
overcome before the 1983 Code can effectively divert status offenders from the family court.
Although the new Code's scheme for dealing with status offenders and their families reflects lofty goals, the plan remains
largely untested. Research "done in the area of crisis intervention . . . [is] limited almost entirely to observational and survey

type studies." 92 From these studies, certain methods of working
with clients in crisis, as well as essential principles in maintaining
a crisis intervention clinic, have been suggested. These principles include: (1) "active involvement on the part of the intervention counselor;" (2) "availability and immediacy of response to
the person in crisis;" and (3) a goal of "[r]esolution of [the] immediate crisis and restoration to [the] level of functioning prior
to the crisis." 93 The drafters of the 1983 Code have attempted to
incorporate these suggestions into New Jersey's intervention
scheme.94 The effectiveness of similar experimental intervention
units has been analyzed in various case studies.95 The results of
these studies indicate that those units have had limited success.9 6
Moreover, the studies reveal that only certain types of status ofmethod of avoiding tension by escaping from their problems rather than facing
them. As one commentator has observed, "c]hildren run away from home because
they have learned to deal with problems by avoidance and are reacting to difficulties at home. . . . Truants similarly are avoiders of difficulties and one or both
parents will have served as the prototype by dealing with problems via avoidance."
Id.
92 Stratton, supra note 84, at 49.
93 Id. at 47. The studies suggest that a problem solving approach that emphasizes the "[h]ere and now" should be employed. This approach should provide for
an "[i]ntellectual understanding of the problem," an "[e]xplanation of the coping
mechanisms attempted," an understanding as to why previous coping mechanisms
did not succeed, and a "[c]onsideration of alternatives and new methods of coping." Id.
94 See N.J. STAT. ANN. §§ 2A: 4A-77, -78, -82. The crisis intervention unit response to a family crisis consists of immediate interviews with the juvenile and parents involved. Id. § 2A:4A-78. In appropriate cases, the intervention unit may
continue to work with the family on a short term basis in order to stabilize the
family situation. When the juvenile-family crisis is stabilized, the intervention unit
will arrange a second interview to monitor the family situation. Id. § 2A:4A-82.
Family stabilization is the ultimate goal of the intervention unit, id. § 2A:4A-77,
and when stability is achieved, the unit's primary function is accomplished.
95 See, e.g., infra notes 99-103 and accompanying text.
96 See, e.g., id.
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fenders are helped by crisis intervention,97 and that a lack of
98
funds curtails the ability of the units to work with families.
A study conducted by Martin Gruher9 9 examined the relationship between family counseling and subsequent referrals to
the juvenile court in a small county juvenile department. 10 0 The
study was designed to test the hypothesis that "[s]tatus offense
referrals to the juvenile justice system who receive family counseling will have fewer subsequent status and delinquent referrals
than status offense referrals who do not receive family counseling." 0° The statistics gathered during the study failed to support
completely this underlying presupposition. 10 2 The study did suggest, however, that "family counseling will be more effective for
the younger male status offender who lives in a city, is referred
for an offense other than runaway, and is not referred by a law
enforcement agency.""'
One family-oriented scheme similar to that of New Jersey appears to have had some success in diverting status offenders from
the courts. A study of the effectiveness of the Delaware County
Juvenile Court in Pennsylvania 10 4 suggests "that a family therapy
program which is based upon a strategy for modifying behavior
has a strong impact upon the continuation of delinquent behavior."' 0 5 The results of the study show a decline in the number of
See, e.g., infra text accompanying note 103.
See infra notes 122, 123, 125 & 129 and accompanying text.
99 Gruher, Family Counseling and the Status Offender, Juv. & FAM. CT. J., Feb. 1979,
at 23-27.
100 See id. The study began in January 1977, when the Josephine County Family
Crisis Intervention Unit was formed to work with all status offense referrals. Id. at
23. Status offenders and their families were either referred to the unit or given
traditional dispositions, with the latter group functioning as a control. Statistical
comparisons were made between the two groups. Id. at 24.
101 Id. at 23. The study also examined certain subgroups of status offenders for
their response to family counseling. Id.
102 See id. at 26. While the survey results indicated some positive effect in reducing subsequent referrals, the difference in subsequent referrals between counseled
and non-counseled status offenders was not statistically significant. Id. at 24.
97

98

103
104

Id. at 26.

See Johnson, The Results of Family Therapy with Juvenile Offenders, Juv. JUST., Nov.
1977, at 32.
105 Id. "When a family was referred to the Family Intervention Unit, a data sheet
was begun" on the status offender. Id. at 30. The data sheet contained a number
of factors such as name, age, ethnic background, date of referral, and number of
prior offenses. "At the conclusion of the family contacts [with the unit], further
offenses were logged at three month intervals for one year, and a count was made
of the total number of offenses adjudicated during the second year." Id. These
results were compared against the results obtained with a control group that did
not participate in the family program. Id. at 30-31.
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subsequent referrals to juvenile courts as compared to subsequent referrals of non-family therapy juveniles. 0 6 Furthermore,
the study indicates that family therapy which is strategically
in more long-term benedesigned to modify behavior will10 result
7
fits than will probation services.
B.

Financial Viability

One significant problem with intervention counseling is the
cost of its implementation. For the fiscal year beginning in July
1984, New Jersey appropriated only $225,000 to the Administrative Office of the Courts for the development of juvenile-family
crisis intervention units.'

08

This sum is to be distributed among

the twenty-one counties,'0 9 and each year the amount of state
funding will be redetermined by the Legislature. 110 Apparently,
each county will be responsible for the cost of its intervention
unit above the amount of state aid received.' 1 ' If the state allocates less than $225,000 in any given year, however, the statute
provides that the counties will no longer be responsible for any
costs incurred under the new Code. 1 2 A fundamental question
arising from this plan is whether adequate funding has been provided to allow the crisis intervention units to achieve their goal of
family stabilization.
The new Code requires intervention units to be "specially
trained in family counseling and crisis stabilization skills." ' l" Individual counselors are required to have not less than "a master's
degree from an accredited institution in a mental health or social
or behaviorial science discipline[,] including degrees in social
106 See id. at 32. The data from the study comparing the subsequent referrals of
offenders receiving family therapy and offenders receiving probation services
through the court system showed important changes once the services from both
systems were offered. "Both groups showed an immediate decline in delinquent
activity, but the family intervention group showed" a 67% greater decline in activity than the non-family intervention group. Id. at 31. "At the conclusion of the
family intervention or probation period, both groups continued to show a diminution in activity over the [first] year." Id. In the second year, however, the nonfamily therapy group showed a sharp rise in the number of petitions adjudicated
while the family therapy group showed no changes. Id.
107 Id. at 32.
108 See N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-76 Senate Judiciary Committee statement.
109 Telephone interview with Richard Handelman, Legislative Analyst for New
Jersey Legislative Services (Sept. 13, 1984).
1o Id.
I Ild; cf. N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-76 SenateJudiciary Committee statement (statutory silence as to financial responsibility implies county liability for cost overruns).
112 See N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-76 Senate.Judiciary Committee statement.
''3 Id. § 2A:4A-79.
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work, counseling, counseling psychology, mental health or education." ' 1 4 Alternatively, persons either with an associate's degree and a minimum of five years' experience "working with
troubled youth and their families," or bachelor degree recipients
with a minimum of two years' experience, may also provide counseling services. 1 15 In addition to these qualifications, a counselor
may have to be on call twenty-four hours each day. 1 6 It would be
unrealistic to assume, given the occupational demands, that a sufficient number of qualified personnel could be hired without substantial remuneration.' 17
A recent study examined "[t]he Intensive Intervention Project (IIP)[,] a demonstration funded by the State Law Enforcement Planning Agency under the sponsorship of the Family
Court of the First Circuit in Honolulu."" ' The study analyzed
the costs involved in an intervention scheme similar to that found
in New Jersey's Code of Juvenile Justice. 19 The purpose of the
IIP was to prevent first-time status offenders from entering the
court system. 120 Counseling was provided for parents and siblings as well as for the status offenders.' 2 ' The IIP program was
22
able to minimize direct costs by utilizing volunteer counselors.1
Those volunteers, however, devoted substantial time to each case
114 Id.; cf. Forster, supra note 66, at 23, col. 4 (both Hunterdon County counselors
have backgrounds in counseling and psychology; one has a masters degree in counseling and has been employed in the mental health field for seven years).
115 See N.J. STAT. ANN. § 2A:4A-79.
116 See id. § 2A:4A-77 (purpose of unit is to provide 24-hour on call service).
117 The sum of $225,000, when allocated among all the counties of New Jersey, is
clearly inadequate for the purpose of paying salaries competitive with the private
sector. In addition, the state's allocation must also cover related costs, such as clerical staff and payments to other agencies called in to consult on a case.
118 Wade, Morton, Lind & Ferris, A Family Crisis Intervention Approach to Diversion
from the Juvenile Justice System, Juv. JusT., Aug. 1977, at 44 [hereinafter cited as A
Family Crisis].
119 See id. at 49.
120 See id. at 44. "During its four years in operation, the IlIP has provided services
to 321 families," whose members included status offenders referred to them for the
first time. Id. at 45.
121 See id. "The predominant reasons for referral to the program are runaway
(49.3%) and incorrigibility (36.2%) ....
[Eighty percent of the] cases . . . are
referred from a juvenile detention center ....
[O]ccasionally parents request services directly." Id.
"The core of intervention strategies used by the IIP includes ...
immediate
response to referrals . . .; intensive but time-limited out-reach services . . .; [and]
a focus on the family as a system which is functioning maladaptively and which
requires change" so that it may function properly. Id. (emphasis in original).
122

Id. at 50.
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an average of nearly twenty-eight hours. 123 If each referral in
New Jersey required approximately the same amount of counselor attention, it is apparent that a substantial number of counselors will be needed to meet the demand. For example, in Essex
County alone, 1017 juvenile-family crises were referred to that
county's intervention unit between January 1, 1984, and August
31, 1984.124 Using the IIP program's hour per case average, Essex County would have to provide nearly 28,000 hours of counseling time.
In addition to direct payroll costs for counselors and clerical
staff, the intervention units will be burdened with indirect costs
for consultations and involvement of outside services. 12 5 These
indirect costs may include testing, mental health consultation,
and involvement of other community agencies. 2 6 As the IIP
study established, these indirect costs are necessary because the
success of intervention "can be attributed in large part to the
practice of involving personnel from other agencies in counsel12 7
ing sessions before treatment termination."'
-

C.

Conclusion

The research and literature on crisis intervention has illustrated the theoretical basis of such programs: "[T]he delinquent
youngster is truly a symptom . . . of a distressed family."' 12 8 Analyzing the usefulness of such programs, however, is "limited by
insufficient information concerning factors such as the characteristics of the counselors [employed] and the populations served,
[the] types of intervention procedures used, how [results] . . .
were obtained and measured, and the program costs." 1'29 The crisis intervention approach to dealing with status offenders is an
123 See id. at 49. The breakdown of the average time spent by a counselor per
referral was as follows: (1) direct counseling time - 17.7 hours; (2) phone contacts
with family members - 2.4 hours; (3) in person contacts with schools, agencies,
and "collaterals" - 1.2 hours; (4) detention and court hearings - 1.8 hours; and
(5) paper work - 4.9 hours. Id.
124 Interview with Essex County Family Crisis Personnel, in Newark, New Jersey
(Sept. 20, 1984).
125 See A Family Crisis, supra note 118, at 49.
126 The indirect costs incurred by the IIP project come about as follows: (1)
"[tiesting and mental health consultation was used in eight cases"; (2) "private
therapists were involved in three cases"; (3) other agency staff were used in nine
cases; (4) clergy were used in two cases; and (5) "youth activity or educational
groups" were used in six cases. Id.
127 Id. at 50.
128 Johnson, supra note 86, at 34.
129 A Family Crisis, supra note 118, at 43.
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unproven experiment which has yielded mixed results in limited
studies. 3 0 Thus, New Jersey's taxpayers are being asked to finance a substantially untested system, while status offenders and
their families are being encouraged to rely on a system that has
not yet been proven useful.
The New Jersey Code of Juvenile Justice may indeed be effective in achieving its goal of family crisis stabilization. Nevertheless, an experiment on a state-wide scale is hard to justify.
One alternative would be to limit the crisis intervention experiment to a select number of counties within the state. If such a
limited application proves to be successful, then it can be implemented throughout the state. In this fashion, the taxpayer and
the status offender are not made innocent pawns in an oversized
experiment.
As illustrated previously, the question of whether enough
money has been provided by the state to allow the crisis intervention units to operate successfully is a legitimate concern.' 3' The
problem of adequate funding could be alleviated by the following
measures. First, the use of volunteer counselors, similar to those
used by the IIP program, 32 would save money. Such an approach would require relaxation of the statutory qualifications
for counselors.' 3 3 The effectiveness of a counselor is, however,
more often a function of his individual ability to relate to his client than a function of his professional degree. Second, a system
of assigning counselors could be developed. Notwithstanding
the legal and practical issues which might arise, a system similar
34
to the New Jersey courts' method of assigning legal counsel
could be implemented to assign qualified medical practitioners to
crisis intervention cases.
If New Jersey's program of crisis intervention is allowed to
exist for a sufficient period of time, research and statistical information will allow evaluation of the program's usefulness. Isolat130

See supra notes 92-97 and accompanying text.

131 See supra notes 108-27 and accompanying text.
132

See supra text accompanying notes 122 & 123.

133 For a discussion of the qualifications needed to be a counselor under the 1983

Code, see supra text accompanying notes 113-16.
134 In New Jersey, an indigent person "charged with a non-indictable offense" is
entitled to have counsel assigned without cost. See N.J. CT. R. 3:27-2 (Pressler ed.
1984). The assignment of counsel should "be made either in rotation from a list of
available counsel. . . or under such other system as shall have been established by
the Assignment Judge with the approval of the Supreme Court." Id. An assigned
counsel may not seek fees from his indigent client, except by order of the court. See
id. 1:13-2.
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ing the "effective components of [the] treatment program[]
would ensure that adequate attention is devoted to them during
treatment, while less effective components could be minimized or
deleted."' 3 51 Now that the experiment has begun, the focus of inquiry must shift to discovering what further improvements can be
made in the future.
John M. Simon
135 A Family Crisis, supra note 118, at 50. The concern over the deleting of ineffective components from treatment programs "becomes critical when treatment is of a
limited duration." Id. New Jersey's program consists of intervention of a limited
duration. See supra notes 65, 66 & 75.

